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5—CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) discuss cumulative 
impacts of a project and determine whether the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” 
The definition of cumulatively considerable is provided in Section 15065(a)(3): 

“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects. 

According to Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines: 

[t]he discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of 
occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable 
to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness 
and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than 
the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. 

For purposes of this EIR, the project would have a significant cumulative effect if: 

• the cumulative effects of other past, current, and probable future projects without the project are 
not significant and the project’s incremental impact is substantial enough, when added to the 
cumulative effects, to result in a significant impact; or 

• the cumulative effects of other past, current, and probable future projects without the project are 
already significant and the project contributes measurably to the effect. The standards used herein 
to determine measurability are that either the impact must be noticeable or must exceed an 
established threshold of significance. 

This EIR identifies potentially significant environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 
proposed project, which are addressed by resource topic in Chapter 4, “Environmental Analysis.” These 
issues, and others that could contribute considerably to cumulatively significant effects, are discussed 
below in the context of cumulative development. 

5.1 GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE AND TEMPORAL SCOPE 

The geographic area that could be affected by the proposed project varies depending on the type of 
environmental resource being considered. When the effects of the project are considered in combination 
with those other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects to identify cumulative impacts, 
the other projects that are considered may also vary depending on the type of environmental effects being 
assessed. The general geographic area associated with different environmental effects of the project defines 
the boundaries of the area used for compiling the list of projects considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis. For example, the analysis of some air quality impacts is based on regional-scale growth; thus a 
regional perspective must be used to assess cumulative air quality impacts. In the case of aesthetic impacts, 
given the localized impact area of concern, a smaller more localized area surrounding the immediate project 
area, as well as a community scale that encompasses the larger community within which the proposed 
project is located, would be appropriate for consideration. Table 5-1, “Geographic Scope of Cumulative 
Impacts,” presents the geographic scales associated with the different resources addressed in this Draft EIR 
analysis. 
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TABLE 5-1 
GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Resource Issue Geographic Scale of Impacts 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources Local and community 
Air Quality Local (carbon monoxide, particulate matter, air toxics) 

Air basin/regional (ozone, criteria pollutants, and particulate matter) 
Biological Resources Local and areas within the same watershed 
Greenhouse Gases (GHG) Global (GHG) 
Geology and Soils Local 
Hydrology and Water Quality Local, upstream, and downstream areas within the same watershed and 

aquifer 
Land Use and Planning Local  
Noise Local 
Source: Data compiled by Benchmark Resources in 2021. 

The project is limited in temporal scope because its effects would extend between the time the project is 
approved and initiated (reclamation under the revised plan is scheduled to take place as early as 2021) and 
2068 (approximately 47 years), when reclamation activities would be completed. Thus, the proposed project 
would have few cumulative impacts with respect to other projects that would be completed before this 
project begins and after this project is completed.  

5.2 RELATED PROJECTS 

5.2.1 Analysis Method 

The CEQA Guidelines allow for the use of two methods to determine the scope of related projects for the 
cumulative impact analysis (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130): 

List Method: A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency. 

Regional Growth Projections Method: A summary of projections contained in an adopted general 
plan or related planning document that is designed to evaluate regional or areawide conditions. 

For the purpose of this EIR, the first approach is used because of the localized nature and specific land use 
of the proposed project. This method allows for a project-based cumulative analysis within the defined 
geographic area of the proposed project. 

5.2.2 List of Nearby Projects 

A summary of the projects identified at or near the project site is provided in Table 5-2, “List of Nearby 
Cumulative Projects,” and shown in Figure 5-1, “Approximate Location of Cumulative Impacts.” This is 
not intended to be an all-inclusive list of projects in the region, but rather a list of projects nearby that have 
some relation to the setting or conditions of the project and are: (1) completed, (2) currently under 
construction or implementation or beginning construction or implementation, (3) proposed and under 
environmental review, or (4) reasonably foreseeable. The proposed project is surrounded by residential 
neighborhoods and recreational uses; thus, projects associated with mining, recreation, and transportation 
were considered as part of this analysis and included on the project list. While the project site is located in 
an unincorporated area of Contra Costa County, it is in also near and in the sphere of influence of the City 
of Clayton. For this reason, relevant projects in Clayton are also included in Table 5-2.   
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TABLE 5-2 
LIST OF NEARBY CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

Figure 5-1 
Map Key Project Name 

Description of 
Project Size or Extent 

Jurisdiction/ 
Landowner Status 

1 Kirker Pass Truck 
Climbing Lane 
Project 

Construct a truck 
climbing lane in 
the northbound 
direction of Kirker 
Pass Road. 

1-mile, beginning at the 
Concord Pavilion and 
ending at the northern 
Hess Road intersection. 

Contra Costa 
County 

Completed in 
2020. 

2 Marsh Drive 
Bridge 
Replacement 
Project 

Replace two 
existing bridges 
(Bridges #28C-
0143 and #28C-
0145) on Marsh 
Creek Road. 

Marsh Drive over Walnut 
Creek Channel located in 
both unincorporated 
Contra Costa County and 
City of Concord. 

Contra Costa 
County 

Construction 
expected in May 
of 2022 with 18 
months to 
complete.  

3 Marsh Creek 
Road Traffic 
Safety 
Improvements 

Install safety 
improvements 
along a 14 mile 
stretch of Marsh 
Creek Road 

14 mile stretch of Marsh 
Creek Road between the 
cities of Brentwood and 
Clayton – e.g., rumble 
strips. 

Contra Costa 
County 

Completed in 
2020. 

4 Mount Diablo 
State Park Road 
and Trail 
Management Plan 

Provides specific 
direction for the 
long-term 
construction, 
maintenance, and 
management of 
the roads and 
trails within 
Mount Diablo 
State Park. 

Approximately 200 miles of 
roads and trails within the 
approximately 20,000-acre 
park. 

State of 
California 

Approved on 
March 10, 2016. 

5 Hanson 
Aggregates 
Quarry 

Active quarry 
located on the 
opposite side of 
Mount Zion 

The Hanson Aggregates 
quarry operation operates 
on approximately 118 acres 
of the site. 

Contra Costa 
County/Hans
on Aggregates 

Approved, in 
operation since 
1953 – status on-
going. 

Sources: Kendrick, pers. comm., 2020; California State Parks 2016 and 2021; Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and 
Development (DCD) 2016, 2020, and 2021; Data compiled by Benchmark Resources in 2021. 
Notes: Cumulative project locations are shown on Figure 5-1. 

5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS EVALUATION  

Each resource section below provides a summary listing the impacts identified in each resource section 
(Sections 4.1 through 4.8) and is followed by a discussion of the potential for these project impacts to 
contribute to cumulative impacts.  

5.3.1 Aesthetics 

Project impacts pertaining to aesthetics, as described in Section 4.1, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” are 
as follows:  

• Impact 4.1-1: Substantial Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista (no impact); 
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• Impact 4.1-2: Substantially Damage Scenic Resources Within View of a Scenic Highway (no 
impact); 

• Impact 4.1-3: Substantial Degradation of the Approved Visual Character or Quality of the Site and 
Its Surroundings (less than significant); and 

• Impact 4.1-4: Creation of a New Source of Substantial Light and Glare that Would Adversely Affect 
Day or Nighttime Views in the Area (less than significant with mitigation incorporated). 

Potential effects to aesthetic conditions are primarily local- and community-level issues. Consideration of 
cumulative effects would include whether the effects of the proposed project would be viewed in 
combination with other projects that could affect or change the visual environment. Therefore, cumulative 
projects listed in Table 5-2 and shown on Figure 5-1 that are located within a one-mile radius are identified 
as potential contributors to the aesthetics cumulative setting, with the exception of the Hanson Aggregates 
Quarry, which is located adjacent to the CEMEX Clayton Quarry property, but it is on the other side of 
Mount Zion and therefore not part of the same viewshed as the project site. Based on this setting, only the 
Mount Diablo State Park Road and Trail Management Plan is a potential contributor to potential 
cumulative aesthetics impacts. 

The ongoing mining operations and the quarry pit are visible from all four key observation points (see 
Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-5 in Section 4.1). The Mount Diablo State Park Road and Trail Management Plan 
describes the existing road and trail conditions in a park and provides a roadmap for future management 
including specific actions for individual roads and trails. The nearest activities planned under this 
cumulative project are to improve bridges leading to the Mitchell Canyon Trailhead and to include improve 
accessibility to visitors’ facilities consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. These areas 
of improvements are located east of Mitchell Creek, more than 400 feet east of the project site. Because of 
the distance from the project site and the location of these activities at the valley floor, the activities would 
generally not be visible. Furthermore, similar to the proposed project, the construction associated with the 
Mount Diablo Plan State Park Road and Trail Management Plan would be temporary and would not occur 
at night. Upon completion of construction, areas disturbed by both the Mount Diablo State Park and 
proposed project construction activities would be returned to similar or improved conditions (i.e., the 
proposed project would include landscaping featuring more trees and natural habitat). For these reasons, 
a significant cumulative aesthetic impact would not occur.  

5.3.2 Air Quality 

Project impacts pertaining to air quality, as described in Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” are as follows:   

• Impact 4.2-1: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air Quality Plan (less 
than significant); 

• Impact 4.2-2: Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria Pollutant for 
which the Project Region is Non-Attainment Under an Applicable Federal or State Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.2-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations (less than 
significant); and 

• Impact 4.2-4: Result in Other Emissions Adversely Affecting a Substantial Number of People (less 
than significant). 

Air quality analysis is inherently cumulative because it relies on local and regional data. The Bay Area Air 
Quality Metropolitan District’s (BAAQMD’s) CEQA Guidelines indicate that their thresholds of 
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significance represent both project‐level and cumulative thresholds, such that if a project exceeds a 
BAAQMD threshold, it is deemed both a project‐level impact and a cumulatively considerable significant 
impact. Because the amended reclamation plan activities would not exceed the BAAQMD thresholds, the 
proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. 

The project is in the vicinity of another surface mine (Hanson Aggregates Quarry) that operates heavy 
equipment for mining and reclamation purposes. The project’s reclamation activities would add to the air 
quality impacts of this other mining project in the vicinity.  Air quality emissions in the area may also 
increase considerably with construction and buildout of other nearby projects (see Project 5 in Table 5-2 
above). Project implementation would contribute to the generation of ozone precursors and particulate 
matter, increasing the cumulative emissions of air quality pollutants into the atmosphere.   

While project-specific mitigation measures are not required for the proposed project, the project applicant 
would meet applicable CARB requirements that require mobile fleets to utilize cleaner emitting heavy 
equipment at the project site to help reduce the project impacts. This should ensure that the cumulative 
impacts would remain at a less than significant level. 

In addition to criteria pollutants, BAAQMD has thresholds of significance for local community and risk 
hazard impacts associated with exposure to toxic air contaminants (TACs), including diesel particulates.  
Current cumulative conditions at the site include on-going mining operations, an approved reclamation 
plan, and associated Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and particulate matter 2.5 micrometers or smaller 
(PM2.5) emissions. Mining activities, and emissions associated with mining, would generally cease in each 
area when the majority of reclamation activities begin. As a result, the cumulative TAC and PM2.5 emissions 
in the project area would be significantly reduced when mining ends and reclamation begins in each area.  
In addition, State and local laws mandate the reclamation of surface mining operations, so reclamation 
must occur under the approved reclamation plan if the reclamation plan amendments are not approved.  
Therefore, reclamation emissions from the proposed project are not considered new.  The proposed project 
would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to TAC and PM2.5 emissions, as the project 
involves amendments to an existing reclamation plan, and these proposed amendments do not implicate 
an increase in TACs or PM2.5 above baseline conditions. Thus, the cumulative impacts related to TAC and 
PM2.5 emissions are less-than-significant.  

Finally, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide screening distance criteria for a variety of land uses that 
have the potential to generate odors, such as landfills, composting facilities, rendering plants, and asphalt 
batch plants. The project reclamation activity and the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-2 do not involve 
installation or operation of any of the land use categories that might be expected to generate odors. The 
cumulative potential odor impacts are less-than-significant based on the nature of reclamation and urban 
construction activities, BAAQMD’s odor screening criteria, and BAAQMD’s record of complaints for the 
existing mining operation on the project site (see Appendix D-1, “Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Study”).  

5.3.3 Biological Resources 

Project impacts pertaining to biological resources, as described in Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” are 
as follows: 

• Impact 4.3-1: The Project Could Have an Adverse Effect, Directly or Indirectly, on Habitat for 
Special-Status Plant or Wildlife Species due to Ground Surface Disturbance and Vegetation 
Removal (less than significant with mitigation);  
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• Impact 4.3-2: The Project Could Have an Adverse Effect, Directly or Indirectly, on Habitat for 
Special-Status Plant or Wildlife Species due to Exposure to Quarry Pit Lake Water (less than 
significant);  

• Impact 4.3-3: The Project Could Have an Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive 
Natural Communities (less than significant with mitigation);  

• Impact 4.3-4: The Project Could Have an Adverse Effect on Protected Wetlands (less than 
significant with mitigation);  

• Impact 4.3-5: The Project Could Interfere with Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife 
Species Movement, Corridors, or Nursery Sites (less than significant with mitigation);  

• Impact 4.3-6: The Project Could Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological 
Resources (less than significant with mitigation); and 

• Impact 4.3-7: The Project Could Conflict with Provisions of an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other Local or Regional Plan Protecting Biological 
Resources (less than significant). 

The potential for cumulative biological resources impacts of the proposed project exists as a result of the 
project-specific biological resources impacts listed above when considered in conjunction with biological 
resources impacts from other past, present (ongoing), and reasonably foreseeable future development and 
other activities.  Historic and ongoing land uses such as residential development, grazing and other 
agricultural activities, and other land disturbing activities, including mining, have reduced the quantity 
and quality of wildlife habitats and movement corridors provided by undeveloped non-native grassland, 
chaparral, and oak woodland in the project area.   

The project-specific impacts identified in Section 4.3 and listed above have each been considered in terms 
of their potential to contribute to cumulative biological resources impacts.  Grading and construction 
activity relating to the creation of the overburden fill areas would result in species displacement, vegetation 
and tree removal, loss of habitat, and impacts to wetlands.  This habitat loss could contribute to the regional 
cumulative loss of wildlife habitat, including foraging and nesting habitat for the identified special status 
species.  The displacement of species within the overburden fill area footprints and consequential loss of 
habitat are considered potentially significant both on a project level and cumulative basis.   

Mitigation measures identified for the project provide for the replacement of trees and habitats pursuant 
to regulatory agency requirements and provide species-specific protection measures.  Biological resources 
mitigation measures would serve to minimize the project’s impacts as well as its contribution to cumulative 
impacts.  Due to state and federal regulatory requirements and Contra Costa County policies geared 
toward biological resources protection, it is also reasonable to anticipate that similar mitigation would be 
required of other projects to minimize their impacts to biological resources.  As a result of biological 
resources impact avoidance and mitigation measures associated with the project, and regulatory 
requirements and policies applied to other projects in the area, the project would not cause a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant biological resource effects following mitigation.   

As discussed in Section 4.3, the project would result in a potentially significant impact associated biological 
resources. For this impact, the following mitigation measures are proposed: 

• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Botanical Surveys. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Special-status Vertebrates Surveys. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: Bat Surveys. 
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• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d: Wildlife Exclusion Fence. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e: Biologist Presence. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1f: No Monofilament Plastics. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1g: Nesting Bird Surveys. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1h: Burrowing Owl Protection. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1i: Bumblebee Protection. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1j: Take Coverage for Federally Listed Species. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1k: Trapping Federally Listed Species. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-1l: Take Permit. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-3: Acquire Necessary Permits for Jurisdictional Features. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6a: Tree Avoidance. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6b: Tree Maintenance During Construction, Root Zones. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6c: Tree Protection Fencing. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6d: Use of Heavy Equipment. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6e: Storage of Construction Materials and Debris. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6f: Incidental Damage to Protected Trees. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6g: Trimming. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6h: Tree Planting Monitoring and Establishment. 
• Mitigation Measure 4.3-6i: Oak Tree Plan. 

5.3.4 Geology and Soils 

Project impacts pertaining to geology, soils, and paleontological resources, as described in Section 4.4, 
“Geology and Soils,” are as follows:  

• Impact 4.4-1: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including 
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death, as a Result of Rupture of a Known Fault (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.4-2: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including 
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death, as a Result of Strong Seismic Ground Shaking (less than 
significant); 

• Impact 4.4-3: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, as Result 
of Seismically-Induced Liquefaction, Lateral Spreading, and Settlement (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.4-4: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including 
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death, as a Result of Rockfalls and Landslides within the Quarry (less 
than significant with mitigation); 

• Impact 4.4-5: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including 
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death, as a Result of Landslides within the Overburden Fill Areas (less 
than significant);  

• Impact 4.4-6: Exposure of People or Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse Effects, Including 
the Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death, as a Result of Landslides within the Plant Site Area (less than 
significant);  

• Impact 4.4-7: Result in Substantial Soil Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil (less than significant); 
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• Impact 4.4-8: Be Located on a Geologic Unit or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would Become 
Unstable as a Result of the Project and Potentially Result in On- or Off-Site Landslide, Lateral 
Spreading, Subsidence, Liquefaction or Collapse (less than significant with mitigation); 

• Impact 4.4-9: Be Located on Expansive Soil, as Defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), Creating Substantial Risks to Life or Property (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.4-10: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique geological feature (less than significant); and 
• Impact 4.4-11:  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource (less than significant 

with mitigation). 

Potential effects to geologic and soil conditions and to paleontological resources are typically considered 
site specific. The scope of potential cumulative impacts is limited to the area that is physically affected by 
the project. Therefore, the cumulative impact setting for geology, soils, and paleontological resources 
consists of the project area and immediately adjacent properties. Only project 4, the Mount Diablo State 
Park Road and Trail Management Plan (California State Parks 2016), and project 5, Hanson Aggregates 
Quarry are located adjacent to the proposed project site. Regarding project 4, this plan describes the existing 
road and trail conditions in a park and provides a roadmap for future management including specific 
actions for individual roads and trails. The nearest activities planned under this cumulative project are to 
improve bridges leading to the Mitchell Canyon Trailhead and to include improve accessibility to visitors’ 
facilities consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. These areas of improvements are 
located east of Mitchell Creek, more than 400 feet east of the project site. Because of the distance from the 
project site, and because the planned activities would involve minimal ground disturbance, the potential 
geologic, soils, and paleontological impacts associated with the Mount Diablo State Park Road and Trail 
Management Plan would not have the potential combine with and exacerbate potential impacts related to 
geology, soils, seismicity, and paleontological resources on the project site. Regarding project 5, the Hanson 
Aggregates Quarry has been operating for 68 years.  Similar to CEMEX at its site, Hanson Aggregates 
continues to comply with applicable conditions of approval and reclamation plan requirements to ensure 
that potential impacts to geology and soils are avoided and minimized to the extent that there are no off-
site impacts to these resources. Thus, a significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

5.3.5 Greenhouse Gases  

Project impacts pertaining to GHG, as described in Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” are as follows: 

• Impact 4.5-1: Gas emissions generated by reclamation activities could have a significant impact on 
global climate change (less than significant with mitigation); and 

• Impact 4.5-2: Consistency with applicable GHG plans, policies, or regulations (less than 
significant). 

GHG analysis is inherently cumulative because it relies on regional, state-wide, and national data. As 
discussed in Impact 4.5-1, the project would result in a potentially significant impact associated with GHG 
emissions. For this impact, the following mitigation measures are proposed: 

• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a: Idling Times.  
• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b: Idling Times for Diesel-powered Equipment.  
• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1c: Equipment Maintenance.  
• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1d: Alternative Fuel Plan.  
• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1e: Local Building Materials.  
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• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1f: Recycle or Reuse Construction and Demolition Materials.  
• Mitigation Measure 4.5-1g: Generator Alternative Fuel.  

Even without mitigation, the project’s GHG emissions were estimated to be less than significant.  Effective 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a through -1g would further reduce the proposed project’s 
GHG emissions and impact on global climate change to less than significant. Furthermore, GHG emissions 
associated with the project would cease when reclamation activities are complete. Because the proposed 
project would not result in a significant impact on global climate change with Mitigation Measures 4.5-1a 
through-1g, and because the reclamation activities are temporary in nature, the proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable impact on global climate change. 

5.3.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Project impacts pertaining to hydrology and water quality, as described in Section 4.6, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” are as follows:  

• Impact 4.6-1: Violate Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or Substantial 
Degradation of Surface Water or Groundwater Quality (less than significant with mitigation); 

• Impact 4.6-2: Substantially Decrease Groundwater Supplies or Interfere Substantially with 
Groundwater Recharge such that the Project May Impede Sustainable Groundwater Management 
of the Basin (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.6-3: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns in a manner which would result in Erosion or 
Siltation within Areas that Drain to the Northern Watershed (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.6-4: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns in a manner which would result in Erosion or 
Siltation within the Quarry, Mitchell Creek, and Transitional Watershed Areas (less than 
significant); 

• Impact 4.6-5: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns in a manner which would result in On-Site 
Flooding or Exceed the Capacity of the Existing Storm Drainage System (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.6-6: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns in a manner which would result in Off-Site 
Flooding or Exceed the Capacity of the Existing Storm Drainage System (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.6-7: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns in a manner which would result Uncontrolled 
Discharges from the Quarry Lake and Thereby result in On- Or Off-Site Flooding or Exceed the 
Capacity of the Existing Storm Drainage System (less than significant with mitigation);  

• Impact 4.6-8: Substantially Alter Drainage Patterns in a Manner Which Would Impede or Redirect 
Flood Flows (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.6-9: Release of Pollutants in Flood Hazard, Tsunami, or Seiche Zones Due to Project 
Inundation (less than significant); and 

• Impact 4.6-10: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of a Water Quality Control Plan or 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan (less than significant with mitigation). 

Cumulative Water Quality Impacts 

Cumulative water quality and drainage impacts are assessed both at a local level and a broader 
watershed/aquifer level. The local-scale cumulative setting is important for assessing some impacts, but 
because of the nature of water resources, most environmental impacts extend beyond a local level and have 
the potential to affect a more extensive area. The potentially affected area can include the portion of a 
watershed that is downslope from the project site; for example, a project may generate additional runoff 
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that may contribute to flooding or increased erosion when considered in combination with other projects 
within the same watershed. Projects 1, 3, 4, and 5 listed in Table 5-2 are relevant to this impact because they 
are located upstream or downstream of Mitchell Creek and Mount Diablo Creek, to which the project site 
drains. The Hanson Aggregates Quarry (project 5 in Table 5-2) drains west to the Pine Creek watershed, 
which is part of the larger Walnut Creek watershed (Walnut Creek Watershed Council 2013). 

Stormwater discharged from past and existing projects within the project vicinity has contained pollutants 
that have contributed to impairment of the water quality of Mount Diablo Creek and Suisun Bay, as 
described in Table 4.6-2, “Water Quality Impairments,” in Section 4.6.  Stormwater regulations have 
become progressively more stringent since the passing of the federal Clean Water Act, and current 
regulations now require new developments to manage and treat all significant sources of stormwater 
pollutants. As described in Section 4.6.3, “Regulatory Setting,” in Section 4.6, the proposed project and 
cumulative projects, depending on their specific activities, must comply with the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permits (NPDES), California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, Contra Costa County 
General Plan (Contra Costa County 2014), Contra Costa County Clean Water Program, Contra Costa County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control District), and Contra Costa County Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Ordinance, which help to reduce the potential for impacts related to hydrology 
and water quality impacts.  

Although discharges from the quarry pit lake under the proposed project would have the potential to result 
in degradation of downstream water quality without mitigation, the development of a quarry lake is a 
unique project in the watershed, and the potential water quality impacts of a quarry lake would not be 
anticipated to combine with other cumulative projects within the watershed (such as projects 1, 3, and 4, 
listed in Table 5-2) that consist of typical urban development and infrastructure projects, whose discharges 
would be minimized and addressed by existing regulations. The reclamation activities associated with the 
proposed project (e.g., processing plant demolition, revegetation) would be subject to existing regulations 
that would minimize and address potential water quality impacts. In addition, as noted above, although 
project 5 is also a quarry project with a quarry pit located on-site, this quarry is located on the opposite side 
of Mount Zion and drains to a different watershed. Stormwater runoff and discharges from this quarry site 
would be required to comply with existing regulations to ensure that they minimize and address potential 
water quality impacts.  Therefore, the potential for water quality impacts associated with the proposed 
project to combine with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects and create a cumulative water quality 
impact would be less than significant. 

Additionally, as described under Impact 4.6-4, in Section 4.6, the changes in drainage patterns as a result 
of the proposed project would decrease runoff to Mitchell Creek or Mount Diablo Creek and therefore 
would not contribute to cumulative flooding or erosion impacts in downstream watersheds. The potential 
overtopping of the proposed quarry lake would be as a result of infrastructure failure specific to the quarry 
pit lake and would not be anticipated to combine with other cumulative projects in the watershed (such as 
projects 1, 3, and 4, listed in Table 5-2) that consist of typical urban development and infrastructure projects, 
and do not propose the entrainment and release of water from lakes. Therefore, the potential for the 
drainage impacts associated with the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
projects and create a cumulative drainage impact would be less than significant.  
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Cumulative Groundwater Impacts 

The context for the evaluation of the cumulative impacts on groundwater recharge and groundwater 
supply is the Clayton Valley groundwater basin because the northeast portion of the project site, which 
consists of quaternary alluvium, is underlain by the Clayton Valley groundwater basin. As described in 
Section 4.6.1.4, “Local Groundwater Conditions,” the groundwater on the western portions of the project 
site occurs only in fractures and results from surface water seeping into fractures in the rock mass on the 
slopes of Mount Zion (see Appendix F). Similar to the western portion of the proposed project site, project 
5, which is located on the western slopes of Mount Zion, is not located within a designated groundwater 
basin (California Department of Water Resources [DWR] 2021). The project 5 quarry site geology is 
indicated as diabase rock (shown on Figure 4.4-1, “Site Geology Map,” in Section 4.4). Therefore, similar to 
the western portion of the project site, groundwater only occurs as surface water seepage into rock 
fractures. Based on the geotechnical evaluation (see Appendix F) and the geologic characteristics of Mount 
Zion shown on Figure 5-2, “Geology of Mount Zion,” there are no geologic features that could create a 
hydrological connection between the project 5 quarry site and the proposed project site. Therefore, project 
5 would not have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts to groundwater quality or supply. Only 
project 4, listed in Table 5-2 is relevant to this impact because only Mount Diablo State Park is underlain 
(partially) by the Clayton Valley groundwater basin. 

The proposed project would decrease impervious surfaces through the removal of the processing plant 
facilities and therefore would not contribute to cumulative groundwater recharge impacts. Project 4 
consists of the Mount Diablo State Park Road and Trail Management Plan (California State Parks 2016), 
which provides specific direction for the long-term construction, maintenance, and management of the 
roads and trails within Mount Diablo State Park. Neither the proposed project nor project 4 would require 
the pumping of groundwater from the underlying basin. As described in Impact 4.6-2 in Section 4.6, the 
quarry pit would not be hydrologically connected to the Clayton Valley groundwater basin. It is unlikely 
that future projects overlaying the Clayton Valley groundwater basin would require the pumping of 
groundwater from the basin because these areas are located within urban areas with established water 
providers. Therefore, the potential for the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects and create a cumulative impact related to groundwater supply would be less than 
significant. 

5.3.7 Land Use and Planning 

Project impacts pertaining to land use and planning, as described in Section 4.7, “Land Use and Planning,” 
are as follows:  

• Impact 4.7-1:  Physical Division of an Established Community (less than significant); and 
• Impact 4.7-2:  Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations (less than significant). 

These two impacts consider the specific attributes of the proposed project in relation to the Contra Costa 
County General Plan (Contra Costa County 2014) and zoning. The analysis of Impact 4.7-1 determined that 
the proposed project would not result in the physical division of an established community. The project 
site is already an established operating quarry. Reclamation of this quarry would not contribute to a 
cumulative division of community, but instead would help to soften any existing division by reclaiming 
the site to open space.  

The proposed changes to the approved reclamation plan are located within the boundaries of the existing 
permitted quarry and do not pertain to quarry operations. In addition, the proposed project applies modern 
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performance standards for reclamation, which would be an improvement to the reclamation practices 
considered acceptable at the time of the approved reclamation plan. 

These impacts are specific to the proposed project and would not contribute to cumulative land use plan 
conflicts or land use planning impacts. Thus, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a significant land use and planning effect. 

5.3.8 Noise 

Project impacts pertaining to noise and vibration, as described in Section 4.8, “Noise,” are as follows:  

• Impact 4.8-1: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project site in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies (less than significant with mitigation); and 

• Impact 4.8-2: Generate Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise from Reclamation 
Activities (less than significant). 

Noise and vibration dissipate rapidly with distance. Therefore, only project 4, Mount Diablo State Park 
Road and Trail Management Plan, and project 5, Hanson Aggregates Quarry, which are located in close 
proximity to the project site, are considered in this analysis. 

Project 5, Hanson Aggregates Quarry, is located on the other opposite side of Mount Zion from the 
proposed project. The mountain provides shielding from noise generated by the Hanson Aggregates 
Clayton Quarry at sensitive receptors located east of the project site. Similarly, the mountain provides 
shielding from noise generated by the CEMEX Clayton Quarry at sensitive receptors located west of the 
Hanson Aggregates Quarry. The nearest receptors to both sites are residences located approximately 0.25 
miles north of the Hanson Aggregates Quarry and 0.5 miles north of the project site. At these distances, 
noise and vibration generated from either site would not be substantial or excessive, and the potential for 
a cumulative impact to occur would be less than significant. 

Project 4, Mount Diablo State Park Road and Trail Management Plan, plan describes the existing road and 
trail conditions in a park and provides a roadmap for future management including specific actions for 
individual roads and trails. The nearest activities planned under this cumulative project are to improve 
bridges leading to the Mitchell Canyon Trailhead and to include improve accessibility to visitors’ facilities 
consistent with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. These areas of improvements are located 
east of Mitchell Creek, more than 400 feet east of the project site. Because of the distance from the project 
site, and because the planned activities would involve short-term, relatively minor construction, without 
major sources of construction noise, such as pile drivers, the potential for a cumulative noise or vibration 
impact to occur would be less than significant.  

5.3.9 Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Cumulative Impacts 

As discussed in the preceding sections, the project would not result in significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts.   
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SOURCE: Golder Associates 2017; compiled by Benchmark Resources in 2021 
NOTE:  Figure is not to scale. 
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